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The	 Northern	 Powerhouse	 vision	 (Osborne	 2014),	 to	 create	 thriving	
Northern	city‐regions	with	a	re‐balancing	of	the	English	economy	(Martin	et	
al	2014,	pp.	3‐6)	is	by	necessity	a	long‐term	ambition	(Osborne	2014).		
City‐regional	 sustainable	 development	 is	 a	 complex	 system	 (Martin	 and	
Simmie	2008;	Martin	&	Sunley	2015;	RSA	2014,	p15)	and	will	rely	on	local	
leadership	for	policies	and	decision	making	in	a	devolved	environment	(Cox	
and	Hunter	2015,	pp.	11‐12).	 	Experience	 from	Anchor	 Institutions	 in	 the	
United	States	highlights	new	models	of	place‐based	leadership	(Dubb	et	al	
2013,	 p	 vii;	 Serang,	 Thompson	 and	 Howard	 2013,	 p14‐17)	 shared	 value	
(Porter	 2010;	 ICIC	 2011;	 Porter	 and	 Kramer	 2011),	 investment	 (Serang,	
Thompson	 and	 Howard	 2013,	 pp.	 4‐6)	 and	 community	 wealth	 building	
(Dubb	et	al	2013,	pp.	24‐29)	for	delivering	city‐regional	development.		
New	 forms	 of	 multi‐level	 governance	 institutions,	 such	 as	 Combined	
Authorities	 (Sandford	 2015)	 and	 Local	 Enterprise	 Partnerships	 (HM	
Government	2010	pp.	12‐14)	will	be	significant	in	this	shaping	of	place	and	
economies	 (Cox	 and	 Hunter	 2015,	 p	 17).	 	 	 This	 paper	 provides	 an	 early	
analysis	of	the	role	and	contribution	of	Anchor	Institutions	in	the	Northern	
Powerhouse	geography.		These	institutions	have	the	potential	in	a	devolved	
administration	 (House	of	 Lords	 and	House	of	Commons	2015)	 to	make	a	
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Recent	 devolution	 in	 England	 (House	 of	 Lords	 and	 House	 of	 Commons	
2015),	the	creation	of	a	‘Northern	Powerhouse	(Osborne	2014a;	2014b)	and	




The	 case	 for	 the	 Northern	 Powerhouse	 vision	 is	 a	 feature	 of	 a	 growing	
imbalance	 in	 economic	 and	 social	 outcomes	 (Centre	 for	 Cities	 2015)	 that	
have	evolved	from	long‐run	factors	(Parkinson	2013a;	Cox	2013	p	81;	Martin	
2015,	 p240‐243).	 The	 Northern	 Powerhouse	 cities	 have	 lower	 levels	 of	
national	GDP	output	and	productivity	(Martin,	Tyler	and	Gardiner	2014,	pp	
64	‐	65)	and	higher	levels	of	social	inequality	and	deprivation	(Parkinson	et	
al	 2013,	 p	 24).	 Historical,	 political	 and	 economic	 history	 and	 path	
dependency	play	an	important	role	in	shaping	the	performance	of	place	in	
economic,	 social	 and	 environmental	 terms.	 	 	 As	 Martin	 (2015,	 p245)	
highlights,	 ‘economic	 efficiency	 and	 social	 equity	 arguments’	 are	 not	





sustainable	 development	 ideals	 (United	Nations	 2010)	 and	 greater	 social	
justice	(CLES	2015,	p17).		
The	 Northern	 Powerhouse	 landscape	 is	 shaped	 by	 historical	 settlement	




As	 Brenner	 (1998)	 contends	 these	 are	 ‘multiple	 overlapping	 forms	 of	
territorial	 organization’	 which	 ‘converge,	 coalesce	 and	 interpenetrate’	















regions	 1985‐2012	 appears	 to	 have	 changed	 little	 with	 the	 northern	
powerhouse	 regional	 territories	 (North	 East	 England,	 Yorkshire	 and	 the	
Humber,	North	West	England)	ranked	lower	than	London,	the	South	East,	






social	 urban	 and	 regional	 system,	 is	 to	 foster	 a	 whole	 system	 approach	
(Jones,	2015,	p288),	and	partnership	working	at	different	scales	and	across	
multi	stakeholders,	political	parties	and	communities	(What	Works	Centre	
2015	 p7).	 	 	 The	 Northern	 Powerhouse	 is	 situated	 within	 interconnected	



























North	West 7133000 141620 19937 207195 87.8 23765 10.1 4085 1.7 910 0.4 235955 4509800 3,476,000 0.77
North	East 2618700 439374 17381 57050 86.8 7105 10.8 1290 2 285 0.4 65735 1663400 1,133,000 0.68
Yorkshire	&	Humber 5360000 101701 19053 150585 87.4 17870 10.4 3100 1.8 660 0.4 172215 3389600 2525000 0.74
Northern	Powerhouse 15111700 682695 56371 414830 87.5 48740 10.3 8475 1.8 1855 0.4 473905 9562800 7,134,000 0.75
NP	as	%	of	London 176.98 201.70 140.17 103.52 137.30 125 98.15 106.52 164.21 133.02 80.22






on	 local	 systems	 leadership	 and	 new	 mayoral	 governance	 models	 for	
policies	and	decision‐making	 in	a	devolved	environment	 (Cox	and	Hunter	
2015,	 pp.	 11‐12).	 	 	 Importantly,	 there	 is	 an	 increasing	 focus	 on	 the	
significance	of	‘institutions	and	the	state’	for	regional	resilience	and	growth	
(Martin	and	Sunley	2015,	p	725;	Boschma	2015,	pp.	741‐742).		Jones	(2015)	
suggests	 that	 “embedding	 capital”	 is	 as	 important	 as	 “creating	 it”	 (Jones	
2015,	p289)	and	argues	that	greater	attention	should	be	placed	on	how	UK	
regions	“ensure	the	benefits	of	their	resources…are	harnessed	to	the	benefit	of	
the	 region	 itself”	 (Jones	 2015,	 p	 289).	 	 Criticism	 of	 present	 devolution	
approaches	suggest	that	the	focus	is	primarily	on	fuelling	economic	growth	





Institutions	 (Tomaney	 2014,	 p132)	 and	 Anchor	 Institutions	 (Clarke	 and	
Williams	2014)	play	a	significant	role	in	the	development	and	success	of	city‐
regions	 (Martin	 and	 Sunley	 2015)	 due	 to	 their	 embeddedness	 in	 and	
interdependence	with	place	(Maurasse	2007,	p2;	Clarke	and	Williams	2014).			
Anchor	 institutions,	 institutional	 thickness	 (Amin	 and	 Thrift	 1995)	 and	
institutional	effectiveness	(Beer	and	Lester	2015,	p	223)	are	central	to	city‐
regional	 development	 and	 sustainable	 economic	 growth	 in	 that	 they	
“condition,	constrain	and	enable”	economic	evolution	and	are	shaped	by	it.		
As	 such,	 “institutions	 are	 both	 context	 and	 consequence	 of	 economic	
evolution’,	(Martin	and	Sunley	2015,	p724).		
Maximising	 these	 Anchor	 Institutional	 assets	 and	 the	mutual	 benefits	 for	
development	of	place,	people	and	institutions	are	considered	vital	 lessons	
from	the	United	States	(CLES	2015,	p2).		These	Anchor	Institutions	in	the	US	
and	 UK	 typically	 include	 Universities,	 arts,	 cultural	 and	 community	
organisations,	and	health	providers	along	with	anchor	coordinators	such	as	
city‐regional	 decision	makers	 and	major	 public	 service,	 infrastructure	 or	
utility	providers	 (Table	2).	Community	or	Social	Anchors	are	 increasingly	
considered	 important	 whether	 by	 virtue	 of	 their	 role	 in	 co‐ordination	








































































































mutual	dependency	 (embeddedness	and	co‐evolution)	with	 the	places	 in	which	
they	are	located.	
The	 changing	 governance	 arrangements	 of	 English	 city‐regions	with	 Combined	
Authorities,	 (Sandford	 2015)	 Local	 Enterprise	 Partnerships	 (HM	 Government	
2010	pp.	12‐14)	and	further	devolution	deals	under	consideration	(e.g.	North	East	
deal	 23	 October	 2015)	 lead	 to	 a	 growing	 significance	 of	 economic,	 social	 and	
environmental	development	of	place.			
These	 new	 forms	 of	 multi‐level	 governance	 institutions	 will	 be	 central	 to	 the	






Anchor	 Types	 (Higher	 Education	 Institutions,	 Medical/Health	 and	 Fire/Police	
Federations	highlights	a	total	of	275	Anchor	Institutions	with	a	combined	spend	of	
£76,087M.	 These	 Anchor	 Institutions	 are	 major	 employers	 in	 the	 region	
accounting	for	1,133,	371	jobs,	some	15%	of	all	employee	jobs	in	this	geography	
(as	defined	by	a	sub	set	of	75	Local	Authorities).	
This	 has	 particular	 import	 for	 major	 city‐regions	 such	 as	 Leeds	 City	 Region,	
Liverpool	City	Region,	Greater	Manchester	and	the	North	East	in	supporting	the	
Table 3: Northern Powerhouse Analysis by Anchor Institution Type




















Local Authorities 75 14124.60 1a‐c 527,876
Higher Education Institutions 32 6161.88 2 103,395 520,685
Fire and Rescue 11 571.33 3 12853
Police and Crime Commissioner 12 3018.95 4 54277
NHS 145 52210.73 5 434,970











In	 the	 United	 States,	 Anchor	 Institutions	 have	 been	 mobilised	 and	
integrated	 into	 city‐regional	 development	 processes.	 	 Multi	
stakeholder	 collaboration	 by	 public	 service	 or	 not	 for	 profit	
institutions	 such	 as	 Universities,	 Colleges,	 hospitals,	 housing	
associations,	libraries	and	sporting/cultural	venues	is	supporting	the	
creation	 of	 institutional	 and	 place‐based	 (shared)	 economic,	 social	
and	environmental	value	(Porter	2010;	Porter	2011,	pp	64;	66;	ICIC	







(Porter	 2010;	 ICIC	 2011;	 Porter	 and	 Kramer	 2011),	 investment	
(Serang	Thompson	and	Howard	2013,	pp.	4‐6)	and	community	wealth	
building	 (Dubb	 et	 al	 2013,	 pp.	 24‐29)	 for	 delivering	 city‐regional	
development	
Influenced	by	these	US	experiences,	new	forms	of	collaboration,	public	






Anchor	 Institutions,	 with	 significant	 potential	 to	 contribute	 to	
economic	and	social	development	of	places	(Netter	2008;	Community	
Wealth	 Organisation	 2015;	 McInroy	 et	 al	 2015;	 Penn	 Institute	 for	
Urban	Research	nd;	Smallbone,	Kitching	and	Blackburn	2015).		Utility	
companies,	 financial	 institutions	 and	 some	 ‘embedded’	 major	
employers	 in	 cities	 or	 regions	 have	 been	 identified	 as	 having	 this	
potential	 and	 significance	 in	 their	wider	 engagement	 through	 their	
assets,	 employment	 base	 and	 supply	 chain	 (The	 Work	 Foundation	
2010,	 p1).	 	 This	 strategic	 role	 of	 large	 private	 sector	 businesses	 as	
major	employers	or	headquarters	 in	 city‐regions	and	 their	 role	and	






contributes	 to	 the	 development	 of	 place.	 	 CLES	 (2015a)	 argues	 for	
businesses	 to	 act	 more	 like	 ‘citizens	 in	 which	 they	 are	 based’	 to	






















































Anchor	 Institutions	 and	 their	 significant	 contribution	 and	 scale.	 	 	 A	
greater	focus	on	institutions	and	integrated	place‐based	and	people–
based	 policy	will	 be	 important	 in	 realising	 the	 full	 potential	 of	 the	
Northern	 Powerhouse.	 	 Understanding	 and	 actively	 developing	 the	
vital	 role	 of	 anchor	 institutions	 as	 components,	 nodes	 or	 networks	
within	this	urban	and	regional	system	will	support	a	more	aligned	and	
sustainable	 vision	 of	 place‐based	 regional	 economic,	 social	 and	
environmental	development	to	be	realised.	The	ongoing	public	sector	
funding	 reductions	 will	 have	 a	 major	 impact	 on	 some	 Anchor	





sustainable	 communities	 which	 is	 important	 for	 future	 economic	
growth	over	the	long	run.	
Place‐based	policy	and	practice	of	these	Anchor	Institutions	have	the	
potential	 to	 support	 a	 Northern	 Powerhouse	 that	 is	 not	 only	
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